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JOINT DISTRIBUTED SURF ZONE ENVIRONMENTAL MODEL: FY%
MODELING PROCEDURE

1.0 INTRODUCTION

In response to new modeling and simulation requirements for littoral warfare, a project was
initiated in FY96 to construct an environmental description of physical processes in the surf zone.
The sponsors are the Ocean Executive Agent (OEA) and the Defense Modeling Simulation Office
(DMSO). This new project is called the Joint Distributed Surf Zone Environmental Model (JDSZEM).
The primary performers in FY96 were the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) in Panama City,
FL, the Naval Research Laboratory (NRL) at Stennis Space Center, MS, and the Army Coastal and
Hydraulics Laboratory (CHL) in Vicksburg, MS. NSWC focused on feature modeling and environ-
mental requirements for systems operating in the surf zone. NRL and CHL combined efforts to
produce an environmental description of surf zone processes.

This report documents the environmental modeling procedures used in the JDSZEM effort. A
series of numerical models were employed to determine the surf zone characteristics near Camp
Pendleton, CA, during two 1-wk periods in January and August 1995. The results of this effort were
to be ingested into the Master Environmental Library (MEL) and made available to the Total
Atmosphere Ocean Server (TAOS) for the Synthetic Environment (SE) 4 Demonstration that took
place in September 1996. The JDSZEM intent is not to support specific programs; rather, the
approach is to develop techniques that incorporate the current off-the-shelf physics-based numerical
models to determine nearshore and surf zone characteristics that are important to the modeling and
simulation community. For example, the two-dimensional (2-D) wave spectrum from a shallow-
water wave model could be used to construct realistic water surface representations for environmental
simulations. This information could also be used to model vehicle dynamic behavior in shallow
water. When possible, JDSZEM tries to interact with other programs to demonstrate the applicability
of the techniques being developed.

The first section of this report pertains to the data needed as input into the Steady-State Spectral
WAVE Model (STWAVE) and the Navy Standard Surf Model (NSSM). These inputs include wind
forcing from the Coupled Ocean Atmosphere Mesoscale Prediction System (COAMPS), a high-
resolution bathymetry (hypsography), and spectra from the Regional Wave Model (WAM), which
describe the energy distribution in both the directional and frequency domains. Section 2.0 presents
an overview of the STWAVE model, a description of the modeling procedure, and Sec. 2.4 discusses
sample results for Camp Pendleton. This section concludes with cautions and conclusions. Section 3.0
describes the NSSM modeling procedure and sample results and Sec. 4.0 discusses issues that arose
during the JDSZEM FY96 effort. Finally, Sec. 5.0 summarizes this documented effort.

1.1 COAMPS Wind Forcing

The wind input to all the numerical models discussed in this report were provided by COAMPS.
Developed by the Naval Research Laboratory in Monterey, CA (Hodur 1993), COAMPS is designed
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Fig. 1 — COAMPS triple-nested grid with resolutions of 45/15/5 km

to couple a nonhydrostatic, fully compressible atmospheric model to a hydrostatic, incompressible
multilevel ocean model. The atmospheric model includes predictive equations for the momentum,
nondimensional pressure perturbation, potential temperature, and mixing ratios of water vapor,
clouds, rain, ice, and snow. Although the oceanic model is not included in the current version of
COAMPS, the surface fluxes of momentum, heat, and moisture are parameterized and computed
based on static oceanic fields.

The domain for COAMPS consists of a triple-nested grid, as shown in Fig. 1. While this grid
has a 45/15/5-km mesh, the operational version of COAMPS will have a 81/27/9-km mesh. A
COAMPS model run consists of an analysis step followed by a forecast run of user-specified
length. For the analysis step, all available observations of wind conditions are blended with modeled
data from the Navy Operational Global Atmospheric Prediction System (NOGAPS). This provides
the initial guess field for COAMPS. Subsequent COAMPS runs obtain an initial guess field from the
12-h forecast of the previous run. All observations are taken from the Fleet Numerical Meteorology
and Oceanography Command (FNMOC) operational data base and are quality controlled prior to
use by COAMPS. Time-dependent boundary conditions for the inner meshes are provided by the

next outer mesh.

A series of special COAMPS runs were performed in support of the MEL Integrated Synthetic
Scenario Task (Allard 1996). COAMPS was run at 3-h increments for two 2-wk periods: 2 Jan 1995
00Z to 16 Jan 1995 12Z and 11 Aug 1995 00Z to 25 Aug 00Z. Figure 2 depicts the 10-m surface
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Fig. 2 — COAMPS 10-m wind field on the 5-km inner-mesh grid for
12 Jan 1995 12 Z

wind field over the entire 5-km COAMPS domain for 12 Jan 1995 12Z. Every other gridpoint is
shown. Figure 3 shows the COAMPS wind speed and direction for the innermost nested gridpoint
near Camp Pendleton (33.28° N, 117.60° W) for the January and August 1995 time periods, respectively.
The plotted winds were used as inputs to both STWAVE and NSSM.

1.2 WAM Wave Model

The wave model in this study is the WAM spectral wave prediction model developed by the
WAMDI Group (1988; also Komen et al. 1994), an international consortium of wave modelers.
WAM describes the sea surface as a discretized, 2-D (frequency and direction) spectrum of sea
surface elevation variance density. For this study, the frequency is discretized into 25 bands with
center frequencies ranging from 1/30 Hz to 0.32832 Hz, each frequency being 1.1 times that of the
next lower band. Direction is discretized into 24 bands of width 15°. WAM computes the variance
density in each spectral component. Energy is also propagated in space, with refraction due to depth
variation and dispersion due to the nature of the waves.

WAM is run operationally by FNMOC and the Naval Oceanographic Office (NAVOCEANO).
In addition to the global WAM, which is run at both FNMOC and NAVOCEANO (and provides
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boundary conditions for the regional WAM model runs), FNMOC and NAVOCEANO run WAM
on a regular basis for the regions shown in Fig. 4. The rectangular boxes with a solid outline depict
NAVOCEANO regional WAM domains; the dashed outlines represent FNMOC operational domains.
Typical resolutions for these operational models range from 0.05° to 0.2°, with forecasts available
in some instances out to 96 h.

For this particular study, JDSZEM utilized the NAVOCEANO Southern California WAM model,
whose output had already been made available in support of the MEL Integrated Synthetic Scenario
Task. The model domain (Fig. 5) has a resolution of 0.05° from 31° to 36° N and 120° to 115° W.
This falls within the domain of the innermost COAMPS 5-km grid. Since most of the wave energy
propagates into the grid from regions of the Pacific outside the grid boundaries, the grid is nested
within a 1° global grid. For the inner grid, COAMPS is used for wind input, while the NOGAPS
global wind field is used for the global WAM grid. Outputs saved from the high-resolution grid
include: full spectra at selected points (see Fig. 5), significant wave height, average frequency and
direction, sea and swell height, and frequency and direction at all water points. Appendix A shows
a sample WAM spectral file for 12 Jan 1995 at 12Z. The entry on the first line represents the initial
frequency (shown in bold) of 0.03333 Hz. The following five lines depict the energy distribution
(mz/Hz/rad) for each of the 24 directional bands (centered at: 0, 15, 30, 45, 60, 75, 90, 105, 120,
135, 150, 165, 180, 195, 210, 225, 240, 255, 270, 285, 300, 315, 330, and 345°). This procedure
is repeated for the remaining 24 frequencies; however, only the first and last three frequencies are
shown for brevity.

Figure 6 shows a comparison of the significant wave height between (1) 1.25° global WAM,
(2) 0.05° Southern California regional WAM, and (3) buoys 46045 and 46054 during the period of
8-14 Jan 1995. One can see that the regional WAM model shows better agreement with the buoys
than the global WAM output. The global WAM data were only available at 12-h intervals and were
interpolated to the buoy locations. Quality-controlled buoy data were available on an hourly basis
compared to 3-hourly for the regional WAM model. The buoys show much more variability due in
part to the response to the actual wind field; however, the regional WAM model accurately shows

90°
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30°

00

-30°

-60°

-90°
~150° -120° -90° ~-60° -30°  0°  30°  60°  90° 120°  150° 180° ~—150°

Fig. 4 — NAVOCEANO (solid rectangle) and FNMOC (dashed rectangle) regional WAM operational domains
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the trends for both buoys. Figure 7 depicts a color Vis5D depiction of the entire WAM domain for
18 Aug 1995 00Z. The significant wave heights are highest (~2.6 m) well offshore and to the northwest
of Camp Pendleton. Note the shadow effects on the lee side of the islands off the California coast.
In this case, the islands block the wave energy from propagating around the islands.

WAM spectra were saved for 20 locations (Fig. 5). Spectra were available at 6-h intervals from
8 Jan 1995 18Z to 15 Jan 1995 12Z and 18 Aug 1995 06Z to 25 Aug 1995 00Z. However, only
the spectra saved near Camp Pendleton (33.35° N, 117.55° W) were used for this study. The Camp
Pendleton WAM spectra location was revised (Fig. 10) to 33.28° N, 117.606° W, 5.17 nmi downslope
of the original location for the spectrum to originate in deeper water. Since WAM was run assum-
ing a deep-water environment, shifting the spectrum was deemed acceptable considering the small
displacement involved. The water depth at the original location was less than 10 m; the water depth
at the revised location is approximately 300 m. Therefore, the WAM spectrum location was shifted
from the surf zone to the refraction zone.

An example of the Camp Pendleton WAM spectra is shown in Fig. 8 for 2 days, 11 and
15 Jan 1995. The vertical axis represents direction toward in degrees (90° represents toward the
east, 0° is toward the north) and the horizontal axis represents frequency in hertz. Logically, waves
come in from the ocean, not land, and may be blocked by nearby islands. Therefore, the waves for
this area should be going toward directions between north and east and from south and west. The
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Fig. 7 — Vis5D depiction of WAM significant wave height for 18 Aug 1995

WAM spectra shown in Fig. 8 are consistent with these expectations. The high energy peak present
from 11-15 Jan is due in part to a storm that affected the area.

1.3 Hypsography

The geographic area specified for the SE4 Demonstration was a 40-km square with the southwest
corner at 439,000 and 3,669,000 in Universal Tranverse Mercator coordinates for Zone 9. This
corresponds to geographic limits of 33.16° to 33.52° N and 117.65° to 117.22° W. The hypsography
data base covers a smaller geographic area with limits of 33.1862° to 33.357° N and 117.642° to
117.402° W. To put these two geographic areas into perspective, Fig. 9 shows the southern California
coast with the SE4 geographic limits as the plotting limits. The rectangle at lower left indicates the
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Fig. 9 — Southern California coast with inset Synthetic Environment 4 (SE4)
demonstration area

hypsography data base’s geographic limits. The bathymetric contour interval is 10 m for water
depths less than or equal to 50 m and 50 m thereafter. Most of the SE4 area suitable for STWAVE
and NSSM modeling is covered by the hypsography data base. Therefore, STWAVE and NSSM
modeling were limited to the area covered by the data base.

The Camp Pendleton hypsographic data (provided by John Breckenridge of NRL) is based in
part on raw National Ocean Service bathymetry. These data were regridded to a horizontal resolu-
tion of 100 m and are shown in Fig. 10. The red, white, and blue beaches labeled in Fig. 10 were
considered during preliminary discussion for SE4 modeling, but were not directly modeled by
STWAVE or NSSM. They provide geographic references for those familiar with the Camp Pendleton
area. Also shown in Fig. 10 is the revised location of the WAM spectrum used for the STWAVE

-and NSSM modeling effort. As discussed previously, the revised WAM spectra location is in
approximately 300 m of water. Fig. 10 also depicts the surf zone with 1-m depth resolution for the
range from 10 to 1 m. Bathymetrically, the region is fairly benign in both the refraction and surf

zones.

2.0 SURF ZONE WAVE MODELING
2.1 Introduction

The spectral wave transformation model STWAVE (Resio 1987, 1988a, 1988b; Davis 1992)
was selected to transform offshore wave spectra that were hindcast using the WAM model (see
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Fig. 10 — Camp Pendleton bathymetry used in JDSZEM modeling. Bathymetry has
a horizontal resolution (dx =dy) of 100 m

~ Sec. 1.2) into the nearshore and surf zone to provide descriptions of the natural environment for

joint exercises and deployments, including modeling and simulation activities. A spectral wave
model was selected because it provides not only the wave height, period, and direction in the
nearshore, but also the 2-D wave spectra (wave energy as a function of frequency and direction).
The 2-D spectra can be used to construct realistic water surface representations for environmental
simulations.

The purpose of this section is to document the procedure used to transform wave spectra into
the surf zone. First, an overview of the STWAVE model is given. Next, the modeling procedure
is described. Then sample results from STWAVE simulations at Camp Pendleton, CA, are described -
to illustrate the modeling results. This section ends with cautions and conclusions.

2.2 STWAVE Overview

The STWAVE model numerically solves the steady-state spectral energy balance equation

anxE(f,G) . anyE(f,G) _

ox dy S M

where E = spectral energy density, f= frequency of spectral component, 8 = propagation direction
of spectral component, C, = group velocity of spectral component, x,y = spatial coordinates, and
S = energy source/sink terms. The source terms include wind input, nonlinear wave-wave interactions,
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dissipation within the wave field, wave-bottom interactions, and surf zone breaking. The terms on
the left side of Eq. (1) represent wave propagation (refraction and shoaling) and the source terms
on the right side of Eq. (1) represent energy growth or decay in the spectrum. The assumptions
made in STWAVE are:

e mild bottom slopes,

negligible wave reflection,

spatially homogeneous offshore wave conditions,

steady wave and wind conditions, and

linear refraction and shoaling.

STWAVE is a half-plane model, meaning that waves only propagate toward the coast. Waves
reflected from the coast or waves generated by winds blowing offshore are neglected. Surf zone
wave breaking limits the total wave height based on the local water depth.

STWAVE is a finite-difference model and calculates the wave spectra on a rectangular grid
with square grid cells. The inputs required to execute STWAVE are:

* bathymetry and shoreline position,
e size and resolution of the grid,
« 2-D wave spectrum on the offshore grid boundary, and

» wind speed and direction.

The model outputs zero-moment wave height (Hy,), peak spectral period (Tp), and mean wave
direction (8,,) at all gridpoints and the 2-D spectrum at selected gridpoints.

2.3 Modeling Procedure for Camp Pendleton

The wave modeling procedure is presented to document how simulations were performed for
Camp Pendleton and to document the procedure for future applications. The modeling procedure
includes generation of the finite-difference grid, specification of model input parameters, waves and
winds, and model execution.

2.3.1 Grid Generation

STWAVE operates on a flat grid with square grid cells. The optimal grid orientation is for the
y axis to be aligned with the bathymetry contours and the x axis to be aligned normal to the contours.
This orientations allows the greatest range of offshore wave angles and the most reliable modeling
results. Bathymetry was supplied by NRL for the Camp Pendleton region for latitudes from 33.186°
to 33.357° N and longitudes from —117.403° to —117.642° W. The resolution was approximately
100 m. To convert the bathymetry to a flat grid, the latitude-longitude references were converted
to meters relative to the southwest corner of the original bathymetry (33.186° N, —117.642° W).
Since the grid region was relatively small, constant conversions for the latitude and longitude were
used. Following conversion of the bathymetry to metric coordinates, the southeast corner of the
bathymetry was augmented, assuming straight-parallel bottom contours in that region (Fig. 11). The
augmentation was required so that the grid could be aligned with the bottom contours. Next,
the STWAVE grid was generated using the ACES2.0 URGG (Uniform Rectilinear Grid Graphical
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Fig. 11 —STWAVE grid orientation showing angmented bathymetry

User Interface software (Leenknecht and Tanner 1997). The orientation of the grid was selected to
be 50° relative to north so the grid was aligned with the shoreline and bottom contours as shown
in Fig. 11. For Camp Pendleton, the grid was specified as 121 cells in the cross-shore direction and
191 cells in the longshore direction, with a grid resolution of 100 m. URGG uses Delauney trian-
gulation to develop the grid and linear interpolation to assign elevations at each cell. After generation
of the grid, the seabed elevations (- values) were converted to depths (+ values) as required for
STWAVE input. The grid depths were smoothed with a simple 5-point scheme.

2.3.2 STWAVE Input

STWAVE input includes an options file that specifies the grid, use of the wind source term,
spectral resolution, and model output locations. Two additional input files containing the water
depths for the grid and the input spectra are required to run STWAVE.

Options file. A truncated sample options file used for Camp Pendleton is given in App. B. The
first line of the options file specifies the grid size (121 cross-shore grid cells and 191 longshore grid
cells), the resolution of the 2-D spectra (25 frequency and 35 direction bands), the grid resolution
(100 m), two binary switches for including the wind source (0 = include winds) and nondimensionalizing
the spectra (0 = not nondimensionalizing), and the number of output points for which spectra will
be saved (1856). Local wind forcing was used for all the Camp Pendleton runs. The 35 spectral
direction bands correspond to a 5° directional resolution. The next three lines in the sample options
file are the central frequencies for the 25 frequency bins. These frequencies were selected to match
the WAM output spectra used to drive STWAVE. The remaining lines of the options file identify the
I (cross-shore) and j (alongshore) indices of the STWAVE output points where spectra are saved.
The depths corresponding to these gridpoints are given in the options file, but these are not used
by the model. The /=1 and j=1 gridpoint is in the southwest corner of the grid.

Depth file. The depth file contains the depths for each gridpoint. This file was generated using
the procedure described under grid generation.
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Spectral input file. The main driver for the nearshore waves is wave spectra input on the
offshore boundary of the STWAVE grid. These input spectra are the output from time-dependent
WAM wave model runs, as discussed in Sec. 1.2. STWAVE is run with the same frequency
resolution as WAM, but the STWAVE grid orientation and directional resolution differ from the
WAM output. A 0° wave direction in WAM is a wave propagating to the north. In STWAVE, a
0° wave direction is propagating normal to the offshore edge of the grid. Thus, the WAM spectra
were translated into the STWAVE orientation (STWAVE directions = 50° minus WAM directions).
The directional coverage and resolution also differ between the WAM output and the STWAVE
input. WAM spectra cover a full 360° with a resolution of 15°. STWAVE spectra cover a half plane
(180°) with a resolution of 5°. WAM spectra were truncated to a half plane (neglecting waves
traveling away from the coast) and the resolution was linearly interpolated from 15 to 5°.

Wind speed and direction are also input to STWAVE in the spectral input file. The wind
parameters were supplied from COAMPS (see discussion in Sec. 1.1). The wind direction, like the
wave direction, was translated into the STWAVE reference frame. The wind speed and direction
were assumed constant over the STWAVE model domain.

2.3.3 STWAVE Execution

The wave and wind input to STWAVE come from time-dependent models. These models
include temporal and spatial variations of the wave and wind fields over large spatial domains.
Since the nearshore region of interest at Camp Pendleton is relatively small (20 km of beach), the
time variation of the waves is modeled with a series of steady-state simulations. STWAVE was run
at 6-h increments for two time periods: 8 Jan 1995 at 18Z to 15 Jan 1995 at 12Z; 18 August 1995 at
06Z to 25 August 1995 at 00Z. A total of 56 model runs were made. A steady-state wave model
is much more computationally efficient than a time-dependent model for the fine grid resolution
required in the nearshore. Depth changes due to the tide were not included in these simulations.

The model output includes the wave height (m), peak period (s), and mean direction (degrees
relative to the STWAVE grid) for all gridpoints and the wave spectra (m?/Hz/rad) for all gridpoints
with depths less than 10 m. STWAVE was executed on the Cray YM-P at the Waterways Experiment
Station. The application required 1 Mw of memory and less than 30 s CPU time. The spectra
were saved for 1856 gridpoints for each model run. The output spectra for some of these locations were
ingested into the MEL data base for easy access by the modeling and simulation community.

2.4 Camp Pendleton Sample Results

The previous section discussed the procedure used to apply STWAVE to calculate nearshore
wave spectra at Camp Pendleton. This section shows sample results.

Figure 12 shows the depth contours over the STWAVE grid. The contours are in meters, with
0 m representing the shoreline. The x (cross-shore) and y (longshore) axes have been
nondimensionalized, but their relative lengths are correct. Note that the foreshore slope is very
gentle out to depths of about 100 m where the slope becomes relatively steep. In the lower left
corner of the figure (the coastline is to the east (right)), the contour lines are unnaturally straight.
This is the region where the depths were augmented assuming straight parallel contours. The
offshore edge of the grid is deep water for all wave conditions. Since the bathymetry at Camp
Pendleton is quite regular (straight-parallel contours), the wave transformation is fairly uniform
along the shore. The dominant processes are wave shoaling, refraction, and surf zone breaking.
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Fig. 12 — Camp Pendleton bathymetry used in STWAVE grid. Solid lines denote

contours at 100-m intervals. The 0-m isobath represents the shoreline.
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The waves during the January and August 1995 simulations are fairly typical of winter and
summer conditions, respectively. The winter wave conditions are more energetic with wave heights
of 1 to 2 m and peak periods of 12 to 15 s. The mean wave directions are coming from between
southwest and west. Typical frequency and directional energy distributions from January 1995 are
shown in Fig. 13 (from WAM). The directional distribution illustrates a problem with the WAM
spectra. At 90° (waves from the west) the wave energy is blocked. This occurs in WAM when an
island exists along a great circle path to the location of interest (see Fig. 7). The propagation
scheme in WAM does not allow the wave energy to propagate “around” the island. This energy
blocking impacts the nearshore transformation, but STWAVE propagates energy into this unreal-
istic dip in the energy distribution. Ignoring the anomalous dip in the direction distribution at 90°,
there are two directional peaks (75° or WSW and 45° or SW) indicating that the waves are likely
from two separate sources. The summer wave conditions are less energetic with wave heights of
0.5 to 1.1 m and peak periods of 4 to 15 s. The mean wave directions are coming from between
south and west. Typical frequency and directional energy distributions from August 1995 are shown
in Fig. 14 (from WAM). The spectra are relatively complex with multiple peaks in both frequency
and direction. Note again the dip in the directional distribution at 90°. Also, note that the scale of

the vertical axis changes between Figs. 13 and 14.

Figures 15-18 show transformed frequency and directional distributions of wave energy at four
locations on the STWAVE grid (8 Jan 1995 at 18Z). The locations are given by the i and j indices
in the upper right corner of the plots and represent a cross-shore transect at the central section of
the beach. The local water depths for Figs. 15-18 are 9, 6, 3, and 1 m, respectively. The wave
directions in Figs. 15-18 are relative to the STWAVE grid, so 0° is approximately SW, positive
angles are more southerly, and negative angles are more northerly. The shape of the frequency
spectra stays about constant for each location, but the energy level first increases as the depth
decreases due to shoaling, and then the energy decreases due to wave breaking. The spectral shape
stays constant because there is little or no additional wave growth between locations. The
directional distribution of energy becomes narrower and more peaked in shallow depths. This is due
to refraction turning the waves so they are more shore normal. Figure 19 shows contours of
wave height for the same time period. The wave height increases due to shoaling and then decreases
near the shoreline due to breaking. Figure 20 shows vectors of wave direction. Only every fourth
gridpoint is plotted. As discussed before, the wave direction becomes nearly shore-normal near the

shoreline.

Wind speed and direction impact wave transformation. The wind speeds at Camp Pendleton
were significant (up to 10 m/s) during the simulation periods. The major impact of the wind was
turning of the wave direction. Wave directions varied by as much as 30° including wind forcing.
Had the grid covered a larger region, the wind may also have increased the wave energy significantly.

2.5 Cautions and Conclusions

The 2-D, steady-state, spectral wave transformation model STWAVE was used to transform
WAM output into the surf zone. Use of a 2-D (x and y) model captures complex refraction patterns
for regions of complex bathymetry, although the bathymetry at Camp Pendleton is fairly benign.
Use of a spectral wave model preserves complex frequency and directional distributions in wave
transformation (e.g., see Fig. 14). The output wave spectra provide information required to construct
realistic water surfaces for environmental simulations, as well as wave height, period, and direction

parameters.
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The procedure for applying STWAVE is straightforward, but does require engineering judgment.
The following cautions should be considered in future applications:

* As in any numerical modeling, the input and output of the model should be given a “reasonableness”
test. For example, in the Camp Pendleton simulations, a problem was identified with the WAM
spectra. Wave heights, periods, and directions should be reasonable (are heights reasonable for
the local depth, are periods and directions reasonable for the possible fetches, etc.).

« Bathymetry must also be given a reasonableness test. The model assumes mild slopes, so extremely
steep or rugged bathymetry may require smoothing.

* The grid orientation should be aligned as closely as possible with the bathymetry contours.
Nonalignment with the contours will lead to waves traveling offshore (relative to the grid) and
errors in the model.

* Although STWAVE includes the dominant processes for most applications, the processes of
reflection, diffraction from a structure, wave-current interaction, and triad interactions (growth
of harmonics) are not included. Also, for the Camp Pendleton simulations, depth changes due to
the tide were neglected.

¢« STWAVE is a time-independent model. For wave simulations where the wave field changes
rapidly (faster than the time for a wave to propagate through the grid), a time-dependent model
should be considered.

¢ The spectral input into STWAVE is assumed constant along the offshore boundary. Thus, if the
wave field differs significantly across the boundary, the model requires some alteration.

3.0 NAVY STANDARD SURF MODEL

Disclaimer: A version of NSSM that accepts WAM spectra as input was used for SE4 modeling.
This FY96 version was developed for NRL by Neptune Sciences Inc. It is documented (Mettlach
et al. 1996), but it is not the NSSM approved by Oceanographic and Atmospheric Master Library.
The NSSM differences are in the acceptance of WAM spectra as input and the format of the ASCII
output file. There are no differences in the physics.

The NSSM consists of two models, RCPWAVE and SURF (Earle, 1988, 1989, 1991; Mettlach
et al. 1996). RCPWAVE is a wave refraction model developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Coastal Engineering Research Center. It uses finite-difference techniques to determine the effects
of wave refraction as waves move from farther offshore into the surf zone. RCPWAVE includes
wave diffraction and shoaling and is essentially an open coast model. Basically, RCPWAVE picks
up where WAM leaves off, in deeper water, and models the waves until the surf zone is reached.
In the surf zone, SURF models the wave characteristics and provides a surf forecast in the standard
format specified in the Joint Surf Manual (1987).

NSSM input consists of a refraction zone depth grid, forecast date and time, landing zone
name, starting depth, beach orientation relative to north, nearshore beach profile or linear beach
slope, surf zone output interval, wind speed and direction, tide level, and wave spectra. If this
version of NSSM (that accepts WAM spectra) had not been used, the sea wave height, period, and
direction would have been needed.

NSSM outputs two different types of results, a surf forecast as specified in the Joint Surf
Manual and a more detailed output. The surf forecast consists of significant and maximum breaker
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heights, dominant breaker period and direction, breaker type, maximum longshore current, typical
number of breakers in the surf zone, width of the surf zone, and modified surf index. The detailed
output (see App. C) is a function of distance offshore and consists of the water depth, significant
and maximum breaker heights, percent breaking waves, wavelength, and longshore current.

For SE4, a refraction zone depth grid was built from the hypsography (Sec. 1.3) by determining
the distance offshore versus water depth for equally spaced parallels to the beach approach. Using
this crude refraction zone depth grid, RCPWAVE was run. Based on a statistical analysis of the surf
zone hypsography and knowledge of NSSM’s sensitivity to variations in beach slope, one landing zone
with a linear beach slope of 0.007 was deemed sufficient to represent the Camp Pendleton surf
zone. Once the tide level was determined from tide tables (NOAA 1995), SURF was run and
NSSM’s two-step modeling process was complete. -

3.1 NSSM Output

Figures 21-25 show some of the NSSM output. The horizontal scale in Figs. 21-23 is the
distance offshore in meters and the vertical scale is the date/time. The January time period is shown
above the August time period. Figure 21 shows NSSM’s modeled significant breaker height, which
is defined as the average height of the one-third-highest breaking waves at a given location over
a given time interval. In general, the significant breaker heights were higher for the January 1995
time period than for the August 1995 period. This was a result of the dominant winds being more
from the open ocean for January than for August. In addition, the significant wave heights are
higher for January as a result of distant winter storms. Two intense winter storms are responsible
for the large significant breaker heights predicted during 9 and 12 Jan 1995. Referring to the WAM
spectra displayed in Fig. 8 for 11 and 15 Jan 1995, the significant wave heights for 11 Jan should
be and are higher than those for 15 Jan.

The percent breaking waves shown in Fig. 22 is the percentage of individual waves passing a
given location that are breaking. The percent breaking waves are higher for January than August
for the same reasons that the significant breaker height is higher in January than August; i.e., the
dominant wind direction is more from the open ocean in January than August and distant winter
storms increase the deep-water wave heights that subsequently cause higher surf conditions. The
percent breaking waves for August are more variable in intensity as a function of time than for
those for January. This is due to the wind speeds and directions for August being more variable

than those for January.

Figure 23 shows the longshore current, the wave-induced current that moves parallel to the
beach, with a positive value indicating a current moving to the right flank (toward the southeast)
and a negative value indicating a current moving to the left flank (toward the northwest). For
January, the dominant longshore current is toward the left flank, up the California Coast, with some
strong wave-induced currents caused in part by the effects of distant winter storms. The longshore
currents for August are smaller and more variable in intensity and direction.

Figures 24 and 25 show the surf zone width and the modified surf index, respectively, as a
function of the date/time for both periods, January and August 1995. The width of the surf zone
is defined as the distance from the beach to the farthest point where 10% of the waves are breaking.
If 10% of the waves are not breaking at any location, the width of the surf zone is defined as the
distance from the beach to the point where the most energy is lost due to breaking waves. A plot .
of the NSSM surf zone width is shown in Fig. 24. The surf zone width is greater for January than g

August. :
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Fig. 21 — Navy Standard Surf Model (NSSM) significant breaker height for (a) January and (b) August 1995
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The modified surf index shown in Fig. 25 is an objectively determined number computed from
the surf forecast and based on the Joint Surf Manual. It is used to determine if a safe landing by
a landing craft or amphibious vehicle is possible. For example, if a landing craft or amphibious
vehicle required a modified surf index less than 2.0 to make a safe landing, landing would have
been risky for a majority of the time periods in January, while August would have been fine.

Figure 26 illustrates the importance of using a nearshore beach profile for NSSM modeling. Three
different beaches from Camp Pendleton are plotted: the minimum slope linear beach, the maximum
slope linear beach, and a representative nearshore beach extracted from the bathymetry. Three
NSSM outputs—significant breaker height, dominant breaker period, and surf zone width—are
listed for each beach. The dominant breaker periods are the same for each beach, but the significant
breaker heights and surf zone widths differ. It is obvious that an actual nearshore beach profile will
provide more realistic modeling results than a simple linear slope beach profile. In addition, the
higher the resolution of the nearshore beach profile, the more realistic the NSSM results will be.

4.0 ISSUES

The basic NSSM modeling flow used for SE4 is illustrated in Fig. 27. COAMPS winds, WAM
wave spectra, and hypsography were not retrieved from MEL. When modeling began, the COAMPS
data had been ingested into MEL, but the WAM spectra and bathymetry had not. Software was
written and run to compute wind speeds and directions from the COAMPS data at 6-h increments
during the January and August 1995 time periods. The hypsography was plotted and from that plot
a water depth grid for refraction was built by determining distance offshore versus water depth. In
addition, a representative linear beach slope was selected after analysis of the hypsography. Lastly,
tide levels were obtained from tide tables (NOAA 1995). The computed COAMPS wind speeds and

4 T T T T T T T T
.. MiIN. PROFILE MAX. PROFILE REAL PROFILE
2 :‘\ SIGNIFICANT BREAKER HEIGHT (m) 158 152 1.22 =
“l"-\.,' DOMINANT BREAKER PERIOD (s) 11.60 11.60 11.60
0k SURF ZONE WIDTH (m) 704.10 381.00 154.69
~9 -
E
T “4r 7]
,—
&
a _ghk |
-8 + —
-10 | MAXIMUM ——>",_
12 | { ! ! L e I N
-0.20 0 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60
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Fig. 26 — Effect of nearshore beach profile versus depth on NSSM forecast output
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Fig. 27 — Basic NSSM modeling flow adopted for SE4

directions, WAM wave spectra, water depth grid and linear beach profile derived from the hypsography,
and tide levels were fed into NSSM. NSSM was run at forecast dates/times corresponding to that
of WAM. Appendix C shows a sample NSSM ASCII output for 12 Jan 1995 12Z. The detailed surf
output begins at a distance of 4850 ft offshore from the Camp Pendleton beach location and
increments in toward the beach at 10 ft intervals.

A reformatter code was written to take raw NSSM output (as shown in App. C), strip out the
ASCII text, and write out the relevant NSSM numerical values to an ASCII file. NSSM output was
provided to the Mississippi State University Center for Air-Sea Technology (MSU-CAST), which
encoded the stripped ASCII NSSM output into the MEL standard BUFR (Binary Universal Format
for the Representation of meteorological data) format. NSSM output subsequently obtained from
MEL in BUFR format was decoded and compared with the original NSSM output. No difference
was found between the two outputs.

Another issue in this modeling procedure was demonstrated by the omission of using the
STWAVE spectra output as input into the NSSM runs. The FY96 effort used the deep-water WAM
spectra as input into NSSM. FY97 plans call for the use of a telescoping procedure to be adopted
in which the output from a regional WAM model can be fed into a shallow-water wave model (such
as STWAVE); the shallow-water wave model directional spectra are then fed to the NSSM. The
NSSM output is then encoded into the appropriate MEL format and made available to the modeling
and simulation community. This modular approach is shown in Fig. 28.
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SURF ZONE MODELING PROCEDURE
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Fig. 28 — Proposed JDSZEM modeling flow for FY97 effort

5.0 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report documents the modeling procedure used during the FY96 JDSZEM Program. The
approach of this program is to develop techniques that incorporate current state-of-art physics-
based numerical models to determine surf zone characteristics that are important to the modeling
and simulation community. To test this proof of concept, a suite of models were identified and
tested at Camp Pendleton, CA, during two 7-day periods in January and August 1995. This period
was chosen to coincide with the MEL’s Integrated Synthetic Scenario time frame during which data
from a very high-resolution atmospheric model (COAMPS) and a deep-water wave model (WAM)
were already available for the Camp Pendleton, CA, area.

Spectra describing the wave energy distribution in both frequency and direction were obtained
from the Southern California Regional WAM model and specified on the offshore boundary of the
STWAVE shallow-water wave model. While the procedure for setting up STWAVE is straight-
forward, engineering judgment is required. Wave heights should be reasonable for the local depth
and periods and directions should be reasonable for the possible fetches. STWAVE assumes a mild
slope, so bathymetry may have to be smoothed if it is extremely steep or rugged. The STWAVE
grid should be aligned as closely as possible to the bathymetric contours; nonalignment will lead
to waves traveling offshore (relative to the grid) and errors in the model. STWAVE is a time-
independent model. For wave simulations where the wave field changes rapidly, a time-dependent
model should be considered.

STWAVE was run to coincide with the time period of available WAM and COAMPS data. To
limit the scope of the modeling effort, the last 7 days during which WAM and COAMPS data were
available were utilized. The STWAVE results were provided for MEL encoding.

The NSSM was run for the Camp Pendleton area for the same periods WAM and STWAVE
were run; 8-14 Jan and 18-24 Aug 1995. A refraction zone depth grid was built from a 100-m
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resolution bathymetric data base. Inputs included COAMPS wind speed and direction, tide levels
from tide tables, WAM spectra, and a landing zone based on a linear beach slope of 0.007. NSSM
output was encoded into the MEL standard BUFR format and made available to the modeling and
simulation community.

While the NSSM results for this exercise appear reasonable, future efforts should include
coupling the STWAVE spectra directly to NSSM. The WAM model is essentially a deep-water
wave model; STWAVE is designed for shallow-water applications and captures the complex refraction
patterns in regions of complex bathymetry. STWAVE output can be used to construct realistic
water surfaces for environmental simulations.
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1 0.033333

0.5616873E-08
0.3923139E-08
0.9676244E-04
0.2287537E-14
0.3838083E-27
0.4117434E-16
2 0.036667

0.4310998E-06
0.1132994E-06
0.1082495E-02
0.2265497E-13
0.2501745E-25
0.2751603E-14
3 0.040333

0.1733637E-04
0.4344446E-05
0.3108830E-02
0.6538331E-13
0.5759755E-24
0.6400817E-13

23 0.271343

0.2462234E-08
0.2473300E-05
0.1393732E-05
0.6707154E-26
0.2920183E-24
0.1207638E-13

0.2057617E-06
0.2433702E-04
0.1419655E-04
0.8598563E-24
0.1915897E-22
0.8042726E-12

0.1120020E-04
0.1513987E-03
0.4019208E-04
0.3559924E-22
0.4418972E-21
0.1898046E-10

Appendix A

SAMPLE WAM SPECTRA

0.7670370E-09
0.4119543E-07
0.5840227E-08
0.7365210E-33
0.1905650E-21
0.2473201E-11

0.8421995E-07
0.3930591E-06
0.5800474E-07
0.5693797E-31
0.1259024E-19
0.1597455E-09

0.7274542E-05
0.2558133E-05
0.1635146E-06
0.1360486E-29
0.2908843E-18
0.3845254E-08

0.2945516E-09
0.2178458E-03
0.8182476E-11
0.4284573E-30
0.1050762E-18
0.2781511E-09

0.3659017E-07
0.9482045E-02
0.8088462E-10
0.2774535E-28
0.6998700E-17
0.1675065E-07

0.2925711E-05
0.2931828E-01
0.2347177E-09
0.6375280E-27
0.1619505E-15
0.4573324E-06

0.1715346E+00 0.1199340E+00 0.8180059E-01 0.5647603E-01

0.4125012E-01
0.2085777E-03
0.5823969E-14
0.4461096E-06
0.2662352E-01
24 0.298477

0.1098788E+00 0.8918653E-01

0.3112438E-01
0.1199325E-03
0.3826144E-14
0.3382069E-06
0.2706281E-01

0.1960179E-01
0.2093702E-05
0.9190807E-15
0.1785736E-04
0.7806841E-01

0.1773810E-01
0.1245529E-05
0.6195230E-15
0.1404922E-04
0.7168264E-01

0.5880949E-02
0.8811795E-08
0.1227561E-11
0.2880798E-03

0.1836945E-02
0.1663658E-10
0.1000435E-08
0.4838678E-02

0.1393448E+00 0.1873751E+00

0.6823354E-01 0.4561832E-01

0.5545077E-02
0.5373998E-08
0.8841187E-12
0.2861711E-03

0.8520262E-03
0.1073234E-10
0.7492055E-09
0.5081573E-02

0.1062097E+00 0.1204870E+00
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25 0.328325
0.7778282E-01
0.2371782E-01
0.5095717E-04
0.2115476E-14
0.2525598E-06
0.2700221E-01

0.6453511E-01
0.1506255E-01
0.5869923E-06
0.3921677E-15
0.1182036E-04
0.5207186E-01

0.4950420E-01
0.4153857E-02
0.2642540E-08
0.6061717E-12
0.3487615E-03
0.7025708E-01

0.3332744E-01
0.3709494E-03
0.5803019E-11
0.5434094E-09
0.6149069E-02
0.8295534E-01




APPENDIX B
SAMPLE STWAVE OPTIONS FILE

121 191 25 35 100.000 O O 1856

0.0333 0.0367 0.0403 0.0444 0.0488 0.0537 0.0591 0.0650 0.0715 0.0786
0.0865 0.0951 0.1046 0.1151 0.1266 0.1392 0.1532 0.1685 0.1853 0.2039
0.2243 0.2467 0.2713 0.2985 0.3283

100, 1, 9.600889999999993
101, 1, 8.291029999999978
102, 1, 6.864949999999993
103, 1, 5.770280000000014
104, 1, 4.960219999999993
105, 1, 4.455990000000014
106, 1, 2.568399999999997
107, 1, 0.914199

108, 1, 0.1364879999999999
109, 1, 0.6447140000000005
100, 2, 9.565719999999999
101, 2, 8.572499999999991
102, 2, 7.972829999999988
103, 2, 6.48442

104, 2, 4.725799999999992
105, 2, 3.59545

106, 2, 2.700069999999997
107, 2, 1.24718

108, 2, 0.3527970000000007
109, 2, 0.2164520000000003
110, 2, 0.6130780000000016
100, 3, 9.746359999999981
101, 3, 8.945460000000026
102, 3, 8.177329999999984
103, 3, 7.356519999999989
104, 3, 5.933909999999997
105, 3, 4.387290000000007
106, 3, 2.771709999999999
107, 3, 0.9743180000000002
110, 3, 0.2910850000000007
100, 4, 9.874810000000025
101, 4, 9.043810000000008

-
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Appendix C
SAMPLE NSSM OUTPUT (PARTIAL LISTING)

Refraction file pend.frc opened.

The file title line is:

Refraction Grid Camp Pendleton 7/96

Significant Wave Height Offshore = 5.58 ft

Significant Wave Height (energy toward shore) = 5.58 ft
Peak Frequency = 0.09 Hz

Zero-Crossing Frequency = 0.11 Hz

Peak Period = 11.57 sec

Date and time of forecast: 95/01/12 1200

skdoksk  kdokkd kkkkk Detailed Surf Output Follows #¥#ik skoksor sk

Distance Water Significant Maximum  Percent Wave Littoral
Offshore Depth Breaker Ht. Breaker Ht. Breaking Length Current

Index  (ff) (ft) (fo) (ft) Waves  (ft) (kt)
01 48500 340 5.6 8.5 00 3614 -008
02 48400 339 5.6 8.5 0.0 3614  —0.08
03 48300 338 5.6 8.5 00 3614 -0.09
04 48200 337 5.6 8.5 00 3614 —0.09
05 48100 33.7 5.6 8.5 00 3614 -0.09
06 48000 33.6 56 85 0.0 3614  -0.09
07 47900  33.5 5.6 8.5 00 3593  -0.09
08 47800 335 56 8.5 00 3593  —0.09
09 47700 334 5.6 8.5 00 3593  -0.09
10 47600 333 56 8.5 0.0 3593 -0.09
11 47500 333 5.6 8.5 00 3593 009
12 47400 332 5.6 8.5 00 3593  -0.09
13 47300 33.1 5.6 8.5 00 3573 —0.10
14 47200 330 56 8.5 00 3573 -0.10
15 47100 330 5.6 8.5 00 3573 -0.10
16 47000 329 5.6 8.5 0.0 3573  —0.10
17 46900 328 56 8.5 00 3573  -0.10
18 46800 328 5.6 8.5 0.0 3573  -0.10
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19 46700 327 5.6 8.5 0.1 3552  —0.10
20 46600 326 5.6 8.5 0.1 3552  -0.10

101 38500 27.0 54 8.3 0.1 3272  -0.14
102 38400 269 54 8.3 0.1 3269 -0.14
103 38300 268 54 8.3 0.1 3265 -0.14
104 38200 26.7 54 8.3 0.1 3245 -0.14
105 38100 267 5.4 8.3 0.1 3245 -0.14
106 38000 266 54 8.3 0.1 3245 -0.14
107 37900 265 54 8.3 0.1 3245 -0.14
108 37800 26.5 5.4 8.3 0.1 3245 -0.15
109 37700 264 54 8.3 0.1 3241 -0.15
110 37600 263 54 8.3 0.2 3221  -0.15
111 37500 263 54 8.3 0.2 3221 -0.15
112 37400 262 5.4 8.3 0.2 3221 -0.15
113 37300 26.1 54 8.3 0.2 3221 -0.15
114 37200 26.0 54 8.3 0.2 3221  -0.15
115 37100 260 5.4 8.3 0.2 3202 -0.15
116 37000 259 54 8.3 0.2 3202 -0.15
117 36900 25.8 54 8.3 0.2 3202 -0.15
118 36800 25.8 54 8.2 0.2 3202  -0.15
119 36700 257 54 8.2 0.2 3202 -0.15
120 36600 256 5.4 8.2 02 3182  -0.15
201 28500 200 5.0 7.7 05 2842  -0.18
202 28400 199 5.0 7.7 0.5 2842  -0.18
203 28300 198 5.0 7.6 05 283.7 -0.18
204 28200 197 5.0 7.6 05 2833 -0.18
205 28100 19.7 5.0 7.6 0.5 282.8 -0.18
206 28000 19.6 5.0 7.6 0.5 2823  -0.18
207 27900 195 5.0 7.6 0.5 2819 -0.18
208 27800 19.5 5.0 7.6 0.5 2814  -0.18
209 27700 194 5.0 7.6 0.5 2809 -0.18
210 27600 193 49 7.6 05 280.5 —0.18
211 27500 193 49 7.6 0.5 2786  -0.18
212 27400 192 49 7.5 0.5 2786  —0.18
213 27300 ~ 19.1 4.9 7.5 0.5 2786  -0.18
214 27200 190 49 7.5 0.6 2771  -0.18
215 27100 19.0 4.9 7.5 0.6 277.1  -0.18
216 27000 189 4.9 7.5 0.6 277.1  -0.19
217 26900 188 4.9 7.5 0.6 2757  -0.19
218 26800 188 49 75 0.6 2757  —0.19
219 26700 187 4.9 7.5 0.6 2757  -0.19
220 26600 18.6 4.9 7.5 0.6 2742  -0.19
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301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320

401
402
403
404
405
406
407
408
409
410
411
412
413
414
415
416
417
418
419
420

471
472
473
474

1850.0
1840.0
1830.0
1820.0
1810.0
1800.0
1790.0
1780.0
1770.0

'1760.0

1750.0
1740.0
1730.0
1720.0
1710.0
1700.0
1690.0
1680.0
1670.0
1660.0

850.0
840.0
830.0
820.0
810.0
800.0
790.0
780.0
770.0
760.0
750.0
740.0
730.0
720.0
710.0
700.0
690.0
680.0
670.0
660.0

150.0
140.0
130.0
120.0

13.0
12.9

12.8

12.7
12.7
12.6
12.5
12.5
12.4
12.3
12.3
12.2
12.1
12.0
12.0
11.9
11.8
11.8
11.7
11.6

6.0
59
5.8
5.7
5.7
5.6
55
5.5
54
53
53
5.2
5.1
5.0
5.0
4.9
4.8
4.8
4.7
4.6

1.1
1.0
0.9
0.8

4.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
39
3.9
3.9
3.9
39
3.9
3.9
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.7
3.7

2.3
22
22
22
22
22
21
21
2.1
2.1
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.8

0.5
0.5
0.5
04

6.1
6.1
6.1
6.1
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0
5.9
5.9
5.9
59
5.9
5.8
5.8
5.8
5.8
5.7
5.7

35
34
34
34
33
3.3
3.3
3.2
32
32
3.1
3.1
3.1
3.0
3.0
3.0
29
29
2.9
2.8

0.8
0.8
0.7
0.7

1.5
1.6

1.6

1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.9
1.9
1.9

4.7
4.8
4.8
4.9
5.0
5.0
5.1
52
52
53
54
5.5
55
5.6
5.7
5.8
59
6.0
6.1
6.1

23.0
24.6
26.2
279

230.8
230.8
229.5
229.5
2283
228.3
227.1
227.1
227.0
225.3
225.3
225.2
224.6
223.9
2233
222.7
222.1
220.3
220.3
220.1

160.0
159.0
158.1
157.1
156.2
155.2
154.2
153.3
152.3
151.3
150.3
149.3
148.3
147.2
146.2
145.2
144.1
143.1
142.0
141.0

67.2
64.9
62.6
60.1

-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20
-0.20

-0.17
-0.17
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.16
-0.15
-0.15
-0.15

-0.13
-0.14
-0.14
-0.14
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475 110.0 0.8 04 0.6 29.9 57.6 -0.14
476 100.0 0.7 04 0.5 322 549 -0.14
477 90.0 0.6 04 0.5 35.0 52.1 -0.15
478 80.0 0.6 03 04 38.2 49.1 -0.15

seokskokk  kskesksksk  skekokskok  skekeskokk Il'lpllt Summa_ry skesfokskok  skeokkecksk keckskskk skokekeskok

WAM input file = 9501121200.pend

Session logged to file C011212.out

date & time = 95/01/12 1200 Forecast interval = 0.0 Hours.

Wave refraction file = pend.frc

Landing zone name = CAMP PENDELTON

Sight line, Interval, Starting depth = 55.0 deg. true, 10.0 ft, 34.0 ft.
Beach slope = 0.007

Wind speed and direction = 13.7 kts, 126.0 deg. true.

skkeskokosk skokkoksk skokokskok COded Surf Forecast FOHOWS sedkskoksk skekskoksk skekokkk

Landing zone: CAMP PENDLETON

Beach slope: 0.007
Date and time of forecast: 95/01/12 1200

Significant breaker height alfa = 4.2 ft.
Maximum breaker height bravo = 6.4 ft.
Dominant breaker period charlie = 11.6 sec.
Dominant breaker type delta = spilling surf

(100% spilling, 0% plunging, 0% surging)

Breaker angle (toward left flank) echo = 6.9 deg.
Littoral current (toward left flank) foxtrot = 0.2 kts.
Number of surf lines golfl = 11.9

Surf zone width golf2 = 1980.0 ft.
Wind speed hotell = 13 kts.

Wind direction hotel2 = 126 deg. true

Modified surf index = 3.0




